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CURRENT TOPICS 


Trial by Jury 

By virtue of his seniority and of his great experience as 
counsel and as judge in civil and criminal cases, Sir TRAVERS 
HUMPHREYS’ opinion on anything connected with the adminis- 
tration of justice deserves careful attention. In an article 
entitled “Trial by Jury” in the Sunday Dispatch ot 
17th March he lent the considerable weight of his authority 
in support of the recent resolution of the General Council of 
the Bar “that the time has now come when the right of 
litigants to have their cases tried by judge and jury should 
be fully restored.’’ The two salient facts of the situation 
were picked out by Sir Travers Humphreys. The first was 
the Administration of Justice Act, 1939, which virtually 
abolished trial by jury for the period of the emergency. The 
second was that for some years before the war jury cases had 
become the exception rather than the rule, owing to the fact 
that since 1933 a plaintiff who desired a trial by jury “ had 
to show some very exceptional circumstances before he stood 
much chance of his request being granted in the face of 
opposition by the other party.’”’ This, of course, did not 
include the few issues like fraud and breach of promise where 
jury trial was a matter of right. Sir Travers Humphreys 
wrote that he had discussed the matter with lawyers of other 
nations and he had found something like unanimous surprise 
“that we, the great upholders of trial by jury, have nothing 
better to offer the litigant than a tribunal consisting of a 
single lawyer.’’ He expressed the view that “ judges for 
law and juries for fact ’’ was a sound rule. Practice at the 
Bar was no doubt a good preparation for the detection of 
lying, but in the majority of civil cases conflicts of evidence 
were due to honest mistake rather than lying. As to problems 
of damages which were at large, there was no general satis- 
faction with the awards of judges. The Court of Appeal 
steadily refused to interfere with the amount of damages 
awarded by a jury, but felt at liberty to reverse the decision 
of a judge who took a wrong view of the facts. Many lawyers 
will find Sir Travers Humphreys’ logic unanswerable, and will 
agree that the time has come to repeal the emergency 
provisions and reverse the unfortunate pre-war tendency 
away from trial by jury. 


Payment of Jurors 

SOME questions which will arise for consideration when 
the right of trial by jury is restored were referred to by 
Mr. J. P. Eppy, K.C., in a letter to the Sunday Times of 
24th March. He expressed the hope that when juries came 
back they would not be divided, as they were before the war, 
into special and common juries. He wrote that there should 
be one class of jurors for civil actions, as there is for criminal 
cases. Another hope expressed by Mr. Eddy was that at 
long last something should be done about the question of 
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the payment of jurors. Before the war, he pointed out, it 
was the established practice to pay a special juror a fee of 
one guinea for each case in which he was sworn. A common 
juror received the pitiful sum of one shilling for each case 
tried in London at the High Court and eightpence for each 
case tried on circuit. The juror summoned to try criminal 
cases—who often had to travel a considerable distance to an 
assize town and remain there for days on end—received 
nothing. Mr. Eddy recalled that as far back as 1913 a 
departmental committee reported in favour of payment by 
the State of out-of-pocket expenses to all jurymen summoned, 
whether called into the box or not. The amounts proposed 
were two shillings for subsistence to each juror who could not 
return home for meals, an allowance of travelling expenses 
for every juror coming from a greater distance than three 
miles from the court and the cost of a night’s lodging to each 
juror who could prove it impossible to return to his home. 
As Mr. Eddy wrote, even on that modest report no action 
appears to have been taken. In common justice something 
should now be done. If Members of Parliament who choos« 
their careers voluntarily are to be adequately paid, how much 
stronger is the case of jurors, who are compelled to give their 
services. 
Jurisprudence and the Practising Lawyer 

PROFESSOR A. H. CAMPBELL, B.C.L. (Oxon), M.A., Professor 
of Public Law in the University of Edinburgh, gave an 
address to the Stair Society at its annual meeting on 18th 
January, 1946, choosing as his subject “ The use of 
prudence.”’ Practising lawyers are not ac: 
consider the subject of jurisprudence to be in tli 
degree useful. Dicey quite rightly said, and the 
quoted him as saying: ‘ Jurisprudence is a_ word 
stinks in the nostrils of a practising barrister.”’ 
Campbell asked the pertinent question: “ How can 
prudence, or the general science of law serve the | 
lawyer and legal scholar ?’’ We are indebted to tl 
Law Times, for 9th February, 1946, for a full report of the 
Professor’s answers to this question. So far as the practising 
lawver is concerned, his answers are: (1) It is necessary for 
him to be able to analyse the terms he uses; (2) “ in thes 
days of revolutionary changes both in international affairs 
and in the organisation of social life within the State, it is 
particularly important that the lawyer should reflect on the 
nature of law and the proper function of law in the life of the 
community.’’ As an example of the importance of analysing 
and understanding legal terms, he instanced the argument of 
Sir John Simon (as he then was) in Sorrell v. Smith 1925 
A.C. 700, which depended on a double meaning of the word 
“right.’”’ Lord Dunedin, he said, was quick enough to 
detect the fallacy. Unless a lawyer aspires to no_ better 
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in that ol 


osition in the communi a skilled craftsman, 
him to take stock of the assumptions on which 
aid towards this end can 
the efficient teaching of jurisprudence in the 


law schools. 


be Hhoves 


} 
it 


Property Law in U.S.S.R. 

We do not hear as much as we should like about life in the 
U.S.S.R. which is and must be a subject of compelling interest 
to the ordinary citizen of this country. In legal matters also, 

two countries can learn from other, and for that 
the publication, by Sovret News, of a 
small shilling booklet on “ Property Rights of Soviet Citizens,”’ 
by MIKHAIL SEMYONOVITH LIPETSKER. The author graduated 
from Moscow University in 1927, and for a number of years 
Was legal the All-Union Textile Syndicate, the 
Peopl ’s Commissariat of Light Industries of the U.S.S.R. 


oul each 


reason we welcome 


adviser to 


and other bodies. He later became senior councillor to the 
Central Arbitration Authority Since 1931 he has devoted 
himself to teaching [he booklet opens, as might be expec ted, 


with an eulogy of the success of the Soviet planned economy 
in peace and in war. Private enterprise is permitted but must 
be carried on without hired labour, so that in 1938 only 
5.6 per cent. of the population were so engaged. The right 
of property, however, the booklet states, is the most extensive 
of Soviet civil rights, and is fully protected by the State. 
Phe primary attributes of the property right are possession, use 
and disposition. The owners’ rights of user are restricted, as he 
it jeopardise State interests by such user, or the 
individuals, nor owner use his property for 
speculative unearned from it. 


may ni Interests 


{ + 


} . 1) 
ot other may all 


purposes or to derive income 


Apart from these restrictions the owner has a very wide 
freedom of action with regard to his property. It is interest- 


ing that, while private property is adequately protected by 


law against theft, embezzlement and robbery, the penalties 
for these offences against State property are more rigorous 
than for those against private property. We are grateful 


for the opportunity of learning something about a great ally to 


whose efforts the causes of victory and peace owe so much. 


The Manchester and Salford Poor Man’s Lawyer 


Association 
PHE annual report for 1944-45 of the committee of the 
Manchester and Salford Poor Man's Lawyer Association shows 
that matrimonial and family troubles, which formed 40°0 per 


in 1944-45. 


tenant cases ros from 8*4 per cent. to 


I 


cent. of the cases in 1943-44, fell to 37°8 per cent 
Landlord and 


9-8 in 1944-45. Other categories of cases did not show any 
great Change in 1944-45. The report expresses the hope that 
the Rushclifte Committee's recommendations, when put into 
practice, will not sound the death knell of the opportunities 
for social service afforded to the legal profession in the past 
by Poor Persons Committees and Poor Man’s Lawyer organ 
isations. The report also emphasises the existence of the 
committee's “ Cases Fund Ihe whole of the funds of the 
Association are available for the guarantee of court fees, and, 


in proper cases, medical witnesses’ fees, subject only to the 
Sale guard that of the submitted 
association 


to the secretary of th 
incurred. This résumé is considered by 


facts must be 
before 
a small sub-committee 


, 
a short resume 


any expense Is 


of the association and in the vast majority of cases the 
solicitor is given the guarantee for which he asks The 
committee express their renewed thanks to those solicitors 
who continue to act as advocates in the Manchester Justices’ 


1 


Courts on the rota of solicitors formed for that purpose in 1939. 


Cruelty in a Husband’s Petition 

THERE is no technical obstacle in the way of a husband 
putting forward cruelty as a ground of petitioning for divorce 
but it is unusual, perhaps, because of the general belief as to 
the physical superiority of the male. “Conduct of such a 
character as to cause danger to he alth, bodily or mental, 
or such as to give rise to a reasonable apprehension of such 
danger ”’ (Russell v. Russell 1897) A.C. 395) may be attributed 
to wives as well as husbands, especially in cases where a series 


of acts which, trivial when taken by themselves, become 
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cruel by their systematic character (Kelly v. Kelly, L.R 
2P.&D.31). Acase in the Second Division of the Edinbu 
Court of Thomas v. Thomas, reported in the § 
Law Times for 9th March, 1946, sheds an interesting light 
this aspect of the law of marital relations. Counsel for 
appellant argued that the conduct of a wife towards 
husband required to be judged on the same criteria as that 
a husband towards his wife (Main v. Main (1945), S.L.T. 271 
and that in so judging, it was relevant for the court to consid 
whether the wife’s safety might be endangered if the husba 
were provoked to retaliate. In his judgment, Lorp Mack 
said that reliance had been placed on the argument that t 
wife was the weaker vessel and physically less robust in ma 
male in any physical encounter, and that su 


Session 


ases than the 


reliance was overdone. He said With the great chan 
in physical and social training and the growing diminut 
of the older physical dominance used by husbands and 


preponderance of the equally effective ment 


corresponding 
there has come about a marked transference of 

power to wreck a spousal life to the so-called weaker si 
and the existence of a physical power to quell (say) half 
hysterical conduct has become now very much a matter 
fact for each particular couple.’’ Lord Mackay held, followi 
Main v. Main (above), that conduct which was cruelty wh 
practised by a husband against his wife was equally cruelt 
when practised by a wife against a husband. 


weapons, 


Trading with the Enemy: Specified Persons 
\FTER representations by the Council of The Law Societ 
] 


the Board of Trade have reviewed their policy in connecti 
with the issue of authorities under s. 1 (2) of the Tradi 
with the Enemy Act, 1939, to solicitors to have dealings wit 


who are on the list of persons specified as cnen 


inder the Act. The Law Society's Gazette for Februa 
innounces that the Board are now prepared to authori 
solicitors to act for such persons in connection with appli 

tions for deletion of their names from the list. Authoriti 
so given, it is stated, will permit negotiations with su 


submission of t 
H.M. Governm« 
reside or carr} 
authorities should 
Enemy Department 
IVES advi 


committee 


persons for this purpose, and require tli 
yplication through the representative of 
I uuntry in which such persons 
business \pplications for sucl 

addressed to the Trading with = the 
24 Kingswa London, 
compilation of the 
es under the Act. 
istices of Appeal. 


n the ce 


statutory list of persons specific 
Its present chairman is one of t] 
Its 


however, solely 
court ol law 


a 


function 1s, 


vdvisory and is in no way comparable to a 
Correspondence relating to the committee’s procedurt 
matters under its consideration should be addressed to tl 
committee, and not to the Board of Trade. 

Recent Decisions 

On 19th March (The Tim 20th March) ATKINSON, | 
held that, in assessing loss of earnings in an action 
damages for personal injuries arising out of the defendant 
alleged negligence, the actual gross weekly sum earned mu 

i ' 


sum after deduction of incor 


be regarded, and not the net 
ler the “‘ pay as you earn ”’ 
In Lever Brothers and Unilever 
Comm oners, on 22nd March (The Tim 23rd March), 
House of Lords (Lorp Simon, LokD THANKERTON, Lo 
Wricut, Lorp PorTER and Lorp Utuwatt) held that 
sums of £131,196 and £895,329, paid in a tax year by t 


to the trustees of 


Inland Re vel 


appellant and its subsidiary compani 
leducted when computing t! 


I 
superannuation fund, should bi 

profits t 
superannuation fu 


t 
appellant's capital for the purposes of excess 
did not by contributing to thi 
no contractual relati« 


acquire any capital asset, there bein 
created by the trust which could be enforced by the sett 
and » resulting trust, ¢ xcept one — of such a remote nat 


result as wou 
company had, theref 
new capital employ 


and so unlikely ever to produc iny concrete 
give no right of enforcement.’ Phe 
lost capital which was not replaced by 


in its trade or business.” 
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COMPANY LAW AND PRACTICE 
RIGHTS OF PREFERENCE SHAREHOLDERS TO ARREARS OF DIVIDEND IN A WINDING-UP 


dividends on their shares 


[HERE is a comparatively large number of decided cases distribution sums _ representing 

the question of the rights of preference shareholders in for the two years in priority to any repayment of caput 
winding-up, and I do not propose in this arti letoattempt to to the ordinary shareholders. [It was held that they 

uss them all or to refer to all the points which have from so entitled to their arrears of dividend. The questi 


- to time arisen for decision in connection with this topic. substance depended on the true meaning of the wot 
[he draftsman who to-day is framing the clauses in the — shall rank both as regards dividends and capital in pri 
emorandum or (more probably) the articles of association, to the ordinary shares.”’ The learned judge said that 11 


vhich are to define the rights to be attached to preference reasonably clear on construction that these words relert 


shares, has the assistance of numerous decided cases in to something which was to take place in the winding-up 

ermining what are the appropriate words to use to confer — This appeared from the use of the word “ rank ’’ and 
rights required in his particular case ; and perhaps the — reference to capital, which of course would not be distribut 

st valuable lesson to be learnt from the decisions is to leave if. the company were a going concern; and further 
nothing unexpressed, or, to put it in a more positive way, to words following “ but shall not confer the 

an exhaustive definition or description of the rights. participation in profits or assets,”’ pointed strongly in 

lf anything is left unsaid there is a real possibility that at of the view that the clause was dealing with what w 

me stage of the company’s history a dispute will arise as happen in a winding-up. The clause must 
to whether the rights expressly given are exhaustive or are read as if it said: ‘‘ And in the winding-up pre 
simply the priority rights of the preference shareholders, in shares shall rank both as regards dividends and cay 


»right to any [ul 


record 
the pret 


lich latter case they may be entitled to something over and in priority to the ordinary shares.’’ So read, the 

wove What is expressly conferred. Perhaps the most ‘dividends ’’ was to be construed as meaning “ arr 
isual case of this is where the relevant provisions of the — fixed cumulative preferential dividend" to which, ther 
memorandum and articles give the express right to a prefer- the preference shareholders were entitled in priorit 

ntial dividend, and to repayment of capital in a winding up repayment of capital on the ordinary shares 

«fore anything is paid to the ordinary shareholders ; but The second case is Re Wood, Skinner & Co., Ltd. 1944 


yond this the provisions are silent, so that there is nothing Ch. 323, where the relevant provision was that the prefer 
expressed to say whether they are to be entitled to participate | shares ‘“‘ shall confer the right to a fixed cumulative pretet 
with the ordinary shareholders in any surplus assets remaining — tial dividend of 6 per cent. per annum on the capital paid 


iter the ordinary share capital has been returned. In such up thereon, and shall rank both as regards divid 
i case the court has to scrutinise what is said and decide as a capital in priority to the ordinary shares. Ag 
matter of construction whether that exhaustively delimits dividends on the preference shares were in arrear wh 
the rights of the preference shareholders, or whether it states company went into liquidation, but the assets proy 
simply their preferential rights, so that they still have an © sufficient after discharge of debts and liabilities to repay the 
inexpressed right to a share in surplus assets. The principle capital on the preference shares and to leave something ovet 
| plied by .he court in such a case is that subject to the The preference shareholders claimed that this surplus should 
visions, on their true construction, of the memorandum _ be applied in satisfying their arrears of dividend before an 
nd articles of association, “‘ all shareholders are entitled to return of capital was made to the ordinary shareholders 
qual treatment unless and to the extent that their rights Cohen, J. (as he then was), held that the preferen 
in this respect are modified by the contract under which they holders were not so entitled to have their arrears of dividend 
hold their shares ’’ (per Astbury, J., in Re Fraser & Chalmers, satisfied, and distinguished the decision in Re Walter Sym 
Ltd. {1919} 2 Ch. 114, at p. 120). The earlier authorities Léd., supra. There was absent in the case before him th 
m the point are discussed in Colleroy Coy., Ltd. v. Giffard provision which appeared in the earlier case, viz., that t 
1928) Ch. 144, and there is the more recent decision in preference shareholders were to have no right to any furthet 
Ke William Metcalfe & Sons, Ltd. [1933] Ch. 142; but in all participation in profits or assets; and 
the cases it will be found that the decision depends on the thought that this provision was almost conclusiy 
onstruction of the particular memorandum and articles, and, point in the earlier case. In the case before him the abset 
as I have suggested, the practical lesson to be drawn is to of those words meant (on the principle to which [1 
preclude any doubt by providing expressly either that the above) that if there were any surplus after repaying capital 
preference shareholders are to have no further right to on both preference and ordinary shares, the preferenc 
participate in the assets in a winding-up after they have shareholders would have been entitled to participate 


t] 


ie learnes 


forrod 


received their capital, or that they are to have such a right passu with the ordinary shareholders in the distril 
ind to what extent. of the surplus assets. Accordingly, these words beu 
\ similar question is liable to arise in regard to arrears of absent, he did not think the word “ rank’ was confined 


ividend where the shares are cumulative preference shares, winding-up; it was intended to cover winding-up 
d where the memorandum and articles make no express capital was concerned but, as regards dividends, it 
vision for payment in a liquidation of arrears of dividend to dividends in the strict sense of the word, 1. 
the shares. Again the matter depends on the proper company wasa going concern. That is to say, as | und 
mstruction of what the memorandum and articles do say, it, the learned judge construed the relevant words (which I 
but the difficulties of construction, where there is no express have quoted above) as meaning “ shall rank as regards 
rovision on the point, are well illustrated by two recent dividends before a winding-up and capital in a windin 
decisions. The first is that of Maugham, J. (as he then was) in priority to the ordinary shares.” 
n Re Walter Symons, Ltd. [1934) Ch. 308. There the memo- It will be readily observed that the ground of 
randum of association provided that the preference shares in the two cases is a fine one, and, indeed, it is 1 
shall confer the right to a fixed cumulative preferential clear why the additional words which were pr 


vidend at the rate of 12 per cent. per annum on the capital Walter Symons case should compel a different 
r the time being paid up thereon... and shall rank of the preceding identical words However, I 
th as regards dividends and capital in priority to the primarily concerning myself in this article witl 


ordinary shares, but shall not confer the right to any further questions of construction ; the moral I would a 
iticipation in profits or assets."’ At the time when the is to preclude such a question arising at all by 


mpany went into liquidation the preferential dividend expressly whether or not preference shares are ina \ 
had not been paid for two years, and the preference share- up to get arrears of dividend in priority to any return of capital 


holders claimed to be paid out of the assets available for to the ordinary shareholders. 
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If express made for the payment of such 
arrears of dividend it is advisable to say plainly that these 
arrears are to be paid whether or not there are profits among 
th vailable for distribution ; for there been 
decisions effect that even if there is express provision 
for payment of arrears of dividend in a winding-up, it is 
essential that pI fits should have been earned out of which 
a preferential dividend could have been declared and paid, 
before it can be said that the dividend is in arrear (see Re W. J. 
Hall & Co. (1909) 1 Ch. 521, and cf. Re Springbok Agricultural 
Estates, Ltd. [1920) 1 Ch. 563). And if the relevant provision 
is that the pre ference shareholder shall be paid all arrears 
of dividend “‘ due ’”’ at the date of winding-up, there are no 
arrears payable unless dividends have been declared, for if 


provision 1s 


have 


e assets a 


to the 
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no dividends have been declared none have become “ du 
Roberts & Cooper, Ltd. (1929) 2 Ch so that 
well to make clear that the payment of arr 


383) ; 
it may b 
vidend is to be paid whether or not the dividends have 
declared. It is to cover these points that, in making provis 
of arrears of dividend in a winding-up 


yment 


draftsman necessarily uses a comparatively lengthy form 
words is, for example, that the preference sharchold 


are to have the right, before anything is paid to the ordi 
“ repayment of capital together with 
arrears or accruals of their preferential dividend, 
and whether or not there shall hav 
profits available for the payment thereof.” 


DIARY 


shareholders, to 
whet 


declared or not be 


DRAFTING 


In view of my Diary of the 22nd December, 1945, concerning 
the method of drafting simple conveyances, a correspondent 
submits the following draft and asks for my observations : 

‘ By this deed sealed and delivered the 16th March 1946, 

I John Doe acknowledge the receipt of £ . . . in consideration 
of which as beneficial owner I sell to Richard the 
property described in the First Schedule and shown on the 
plan attached hereto and acknowledge the right to the 
production of and delivery of copies of the documents 
specified in the Second Schedule. In Witness ete... .” 

He suggests that if one follows out logically the very bald 
methods of drafting which I have supported, there is no reason 
for keeping the existing form of conveyance at all. His draft 
comes as rather a shock, because it is in form a deed poll 
n the first person, as against the conventional deed 
inter partes in the third person. No doubt it is meant as an 
extreme example to where the bald method 
But, once one gets over the initial shock, is there really much 
wrong with a conveyance in this form ? 

Obviously one or two modifications of my correspondent’s 
draft would be desirable. First, it criticism 
that it does not contain any recital that the vendor is estate 
owner in respect of the fee simple in the property. I should 
be sorry to see a provision of that sort permanently and finally 
omitted trom conveyances. Indeed, I think that its omission 
would be a positive disadvantage to the purchaser, on whose 


Roe 


drawn 


leads. 


show 


1S open to the 


behalf the draft is presumably being settled. Under the 
existing practice a rec ital that the vendor is estate owner 
will ripen in the course of twenty years into presumptive 


evidence that such was indeed the case. Law of Property 
Act, 1925, s. 45 (6), provides that “ recitals, statements, and 
descriptions of facts, matters, and parties contained in deeds, 
instruments, Acts of Parliament, or statutory declarations, 
20 years old at the date of contract, shall, unless and except 
so far as they may be proved to be inaccurate be taken to be 
sufficient evidence of the truth of such facts, matters, and 
descriptions.’ This is much the most serious criticism of my 
correspondent’s draft. 


Next, there the designation of the parties. John Doe 
and Richard Roe are conventional names. If the actual 
names for which they stand are names reasonably unusual, 


particular harm in the omission of any 
description or addr: ss in the case of either of them. As regards 
the vendor's identity, the fact that the purchaser gets the 
documents will (1f such be the case) be sufficient to indicat 
that the conveyan has been made by the right John Doe. 
If, as in the there are some continuing obliga 
tions between the parties owing to the 


there 


seems no 


present case, 
acknowledgment, it 
would be convenient that the vendor’s address and description 
should be included to improve the chances of finding him if 
need arises. But the absence of the address and description 
would not be fatal to the validity of the transaction. 
Conversely, its presence neither guarantees that he can be 
found, nor that he ever did live at the stated address or was 
of the description mentioned. As regards the purchaser, 
Richard Roe, there seems no need for an address or description 


at all, since he will himself be the person to produce this 


document on a future somewhat 
different if the names of the parties are, for example, John 
Brown and Henry Smith: there are so many people wit! 
those that it may be desirable to attempt to 
Even so, the fact 
that this deed will be with the other deeds and will chang: 
hands with them on completion (if such be the case) would 
be a considerable protection against confusion. 

My correspondent refers in the body of the deed t 
‘“ property described in the First Schedule and shown on tl 
plan attached hereto.”’ I should be inclined to refer simply 
to “‘ property described in the First Schedule,”’ and to relegat: 
the reference to a plan to that schedule, viz., “‘ the land 
called Blackacre at Dale in the County of Clay, shown on the 
plan drawn hereon.”’ This arrangement puts all the materials 
for identification in the same place. 

Again, and this is perhaps a more serious point, my corr 
pondent’s draft says: “‘. . . as beneficial owner I sell 
I should prefer the words “ . as beneficia 

’’ The word “ sell’ is not a term of art 
word “‘ convey ”’ that connotes the actual transfer 
a right from one person to the other. Despite the provisior 
for a seal made in my correspondent’s draft, it would bi 
strongly arguable that the word is appropriate to 
contract for sale rather than to a grant, and that the draft 
would operate only as a contract under seal to sell. It would 
thus transfer only the equitable fee simple and not the legal 

Even if this argument failed, the use of “ sell 

vould have caused avoidable inconvenience 

There remains the question of form. As I said, a deed poll 
in the first person strikes one as a very extraordin iry Way 
dealing with a legal estate in land. But, though that is tri 
in connection with unregistered land, one has got to bear 
mind that such instruments are in fact already in daily us¢ 
for the transfer of registered land. For instance, in Potte1 
on Registered Land Conveyancing, at p. 355, there is the 
following form : 


occasion. The case is 


names ome 


¢ 


Richard Roe.” 
owner I convey 
it is the 


‘sell’ 


estate 


H.M. LAND 
Land Registration 


REGISTRY. 
Act, 1925. 
District 
Title Number 
Property 
Date} In consideration of poun 
the receipt ol which is hereby acknowledg« 
I] A.B. of etc. as beneficial owner hereby transfer to C.D 
of etc. the land comprised in the title above referred t 
And the said A.B. hereby acknowledges the right of the si 
C.D. to the production of the documents mentioned in 
Schedule hereto and hereby undertakes for the safe custod 
of the 
[his deed poll exhibits a curious and not very happy 
mixture of the first and third persons, but the operatiy 
words are in the first person. There does not appear to 
any reason for thinking that the mere fact that the titl 
registered makes any difference as to the correctness 


+ 


same. 
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otherwise of the use of a deed poll in the first person. Both 
for registered and unregistered land a deed inter partes is in 
some cases necessary, as, for instance, where the purchaser 
enters into restrictive covenant or covenants for indemnity. 
jut in the simplest case of a conveyance, which will not in 
any event be executed by the purchaser, there seems no point 
in the conventional form, which has been carried over from 
the days of indentures. 

While I thus accept the main scheme of my correspondent’s 
draft, I should prefer to re-phrase it slightly to meet the 
criticisms above. I also suggest the division of its single long 
sentence into a series of numbered short sentences, thus : 

“I John Doe make this deed sealed and delivered the 
16th March 1946. 

1. The property described in the First Schedule is vested 
in me in unincumbered legal fee simple. 

2. I acknowledge the receipt of £ . . . from Richard Roe. 

3. In consideration thereof as beneficial owner I convey 
to Richard Roe the said property. 

4. I acknowledge the right of Richard Roe to production 
and delivery of copies of the documents specified in the 
Second Schedule.”’ 

I am not saying that the time is yet come when all my 
clients will be pleased to receive a draft of this kind from me. 
In fact, if-1 am asked to settle a draft it is usually not 
susceptible of such brevity. The process of simplification 
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must begin with drafts settled by solicitors. The ordinary 
straight-forward conveyance is drawn by the solicitor and is 
seen only by the lay client. The latter is often impatient 
with legal jargon, and would, I suggest, be delighted to 
receive a document such as this. It is even simpler than the 
common form of transfer of stock ; it could, indeed, easily bi 
put on the back of a postcard, unless there is something very 
complicated about the parcels to be specified in the First 
Schedule. It is, of course, only appropriate to the most 
elementary cases, but I suppose that three-quarters of all 
conveyances merit that description. If both parties have to 
execute it, I think that we might as well retain the conventional 
form for the present. Even so, as I sought to explain in the 
Diary of 22nd December, 1945, the document can well be 
simple. Whichever form is used, the paramount object is 
to achieve the maximum simplicity consistent with effectively 
covering all the points that need be covered. Obviously a 
change of method so drastic cannot be achieved all at once. 
I rather think that my correspondent may have intended 
to shock me by excessive modernism, and to suggest that the 
pleas which I have made for simplicity merit some mild degree 
of ridicule. At first sight his draft certainly caused me some 
surprise, but with the few modifications mentioned above, it 
is not only effective but more sensible than the conventional 
method. It is also more intelligible to the layman, if that is 
an advantage. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT NOTEBOOK 


ABSENTEE 


In last week’s “‘ Notebook ”’ I discussed one of those situations 
which are dealt with at length in the text-books, though 
they rarely arise in everyday life, namely, the grant by a 
tenant of a term exceeding his own interest. The occasion was 
the decision in Milmo v. Carreras {1946] W.N. 39 (C.A.,), 
in which a tenant in the position indicated unsuccessfully 
sought to recover possession of his (controlled) flat. Since 
then my attention has been drawn to a county court decision 
reported in the Property Owners’ Journal for February of 
this year, under the heading “‘ Unusual Possession Case 
House sold with Vacant Possession,’’ in which a tenant 
successfully established his rights against an innocent 
purchaser to whom vacant possession had been assured. 

The sequence of events is of some importance: (1) On 
27th July, 1944, the house, then occupied by the plaintiff 
under a weekly tenancy, suffered damage by enemy action, 
and the plaintiff was accommodated elsewhere in the district 
by the local authority. (2) On 28th July, 1944, he saw his 
landlord and said he did not think he wished to return to the 
house; the landlord asked him about the key, and the 
plaintiff said he would leave it over the door. (3) Some time 
between July, 1944, and January, 1945, the landlord’s son 
told the plaintiff he wanted to inspect the house, and the 
plaintiff gave him the key accordingly. (4) At about the 
same time the local authority informed the plaintiff that 
repairs were in progress and advised him to keep in touch 
with the landlord. (5) Thereupon the plaintiff called on the 
landlord, saying he had done so because of the corporation 
letter, and said that he was not keen on returning. (6) The 
landlord agreed to sell the house with vacant possession to 
the defendant. (7) In May, 1945, the defendant took 
possession. 

It will have been observed that the tenancy was a short 
tenancy within the meaning of s. 1 of the Landlord and 
Tenant (War Damage) (Amendment) Act, 1941, and I think 
further facts may be assumed, namely, that no notices were 
issued or proceedings taken under that Act, that the premises 
were wholly unfit and remained unfit till repaired, and no 
rent was offered or demanded after the “ incident.” 

For the issue, as will have been expected, turned on the 
question whether what had taken place constituted a 
surrender by operation of law, which question was decided 
in the plaintiff’s favour. 


TENANTS 

Taking the first five of the six facts proved in chronological 
order: (1) the effect of the damage and evacuation would 
merely be that no rent was payable in respect of the period 
during which the property was unfit; (2) a statement by 
a tenant not in occupation that he does not think he wishes 
to return, could not be construed as an offer to surrender ; 
the landlord’s inquiry about the key might mean that he 
so construed the statement, but the effect of this inquiry 
and the statement in reply about leaving it over the door 
would at most amount to an offer to accept a surrender. The 
position would be the converse to that which obtained in 
Phené v. Popplewell (1862), 12 C.B. (N.s.) 334, when a tenant 
left keys at the landlord’s office and their presence there was 
held to amount to a continuing offer to yield up the estate 
which the landlord might, but need not, accept at any time ; 
while acceptance was inferred from his handing them to an 
estate agent with a view to showing the premises to a particular 
prospective tenant ; (3) in the circumstances of the recent case, 
s. 1 (8) (6) of the Act cited specially provides that by retaining 
keys the tenant incurs no liability ; while the tenant did 
hand the key to the landlord’s son, this was clearly not in 
response to the landlord’s earlier suggestion but in order to 
enable the son to carry out his avowed intention to inspect. 
In every case in which the handing over of keys has contributed 
to a finding of surrender there has been further conduct 
pointing that way, whether it be an intimation that the 
landlord will be delighted to see the last of the tenant, as in 
Grimman v. Legge (1828), 8 B. & C. 324, or an attempted 
letting as just mentioned ; and the facts of the present case 
were, indeed to some extent, reminiscent of those of Oastler 
v. Henderson (1877), 2 Q.B.D. 575 (C.A.), when keys handed 
to the landlord’s agent were actually used by the landlord 
who put workmen in to do repairs, the tenant being in America, 
but it was held that neither this nor some tentative efforts 
to let constituted an acceptance of the offer evidenced by 
conduct in sending the keys to the agent; (4) the conduct 
of the local authority and its views of the relationship could 
not affect the position; but (5) the plaintiff's reaction, a 
statement that he was not keen on returning, even if it might 
be said to amount to an offer to surrender, would not amount 
to a continuing offer, and it was not accepted. It may be 
that by the time he made the contract of sale the vendor 
thought that all the events that had happened and not 
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happened, justified his offering vacant possession ; to which 
the short answer is: ‘‘ Forty black rabbits do not make one 
black ram.”’ 

The learned judge expressed sympathy with the defendant, 
and regretted that no solicitor had been engaged to keep the 
parties advised as to their legal position; and there were, 
indeed, a number of things that could have been done, 
especially by the vendor, to ascertain where he stood. He 
could not, it is true, have asked for the tenancy to be deter- 
mined under s. 1 (6) of the Act, even three months after the 
repairs were done, for the condition “ (c) the landlord has 
made all reasonable efforts to communicate with the tenant 
and has failed to do so,”’ was not fulfilled ; but a simple claim 
for rent would have clarified the position. Whether a case 
for determination under the Distress for Rent Act, 1737, 


TO-DAY AND 


March 25.—The statute 4 Geo. II, c. 26, recited that ‘‘ many 
and great mischiefs do frequently happen to the subjects of this 
kingdom from the proceedings in courts of justice being in an 
unknown language, those who are summoned and impleaded 
having no knowledge or understanding of what is alleged for or 
against them by their lawyers and attornies, who use a character 
not legible to any but persons practising the law ’’; it enacted 
that after 25th March, 1733, all proceedings in courts of justice 
in Great Britain should be in English only and not in Latin or 
French or any other tongue, and should be written in a common 
legible hand and character and not in court hand. 

March 26.—Charles Rann Kennedy distinguished himself as 
a classical scholar at Cambridge, and was called to the Bar 
by Lincoln’s Inn in 1835. In 1856 he became professional 
adviser to Mrs. Swinfen, the plaintiff in a celebrated will case, 
and for several years he devoted himself with great energy 
to her interest, carrying the litigation to a successful issue. Then 
in 1861 she married a gentleman named Broun. There followed 
a rupture with Kennedy, who brought an action for £20,000 
for services rendered, himself conducting his own case. The 
hearing began at the Warwick Assizes on 26th March, 1862, and 
provided a good deal of sensational matter. The lady asserted 
that the plaintiff had undertaken the case solely for friendship 
and with no prospect of reward but what might be the result of 
her success. He, on the other hand, declared that having been 
reduced to very low circumstances as a result of his great devotion, 
he sought some security for the sum in which she was indebted 
to him, and, during a visit to the Zoological Gardens, induced 
her to promise to execute a deed conveying to him the reversionary 
interest in the Swinfen Hall estates, expectant on her decease. 
This promise she fulfilled, but she subsequently repudiated the 
deed. Kennedy also claimed that the lady had lived with him 
for some time as his mistress, though he was a married man witha 
family, and letters and poems which he had written to her were 
produced. He obtained a verdict at the Assizes, but lost it at 
Westminster on the ground that counsel cannot sue for his fees 
(Kennedy v. Broun (1862), 1 F. & F. 801), His nephew became 
Kennedy, L. J. 

March 27,—Grace Tripp, a nineteen year old maid in Lord 
forrington’s London house, was persuaded to let in a man to 
rob it. The housekeeper disturbed them and he cut her throat, 
Grace holding a candle. When they were caught, the man 
turned King’s evidence, and Grace was convicted and hanged 
at Tyburn on 27th March, 1710. 

March 28.—-I:dward Bonnet, a country grocer ruined by a 
fire, turned highwayman and achieved over 300 robberies, 
mostly in his native Cambridgeshire. He was eventually betrayed 
by a comrade and hanged at Cambridge Castle on 28th March, 
i723. 

March 29.—It was at a meeting of solicitors at Serle’s Coffee 
House on 29th March, 1825, that it was decided to form the 
present Law Society. The scheme then drafted was subsequently 
adopted at a meeting at Furnival’s Inn. 

March 30.-—-In 1867, the political opponents of Andrew 
Johnson, seventeenth President of the United States, passed the 
lenure of Office Act, prohibiting him from dismissing from office 
any officer appointed by the consent of the Senate, unless it should 
agree. To test it, he dismissed a disloyal Secretary of War, and 
the House of Representatives brought articles of impeachment 
against him. The proceedings opened before the Senate on 
30th March, 1868. He escaped conviction by one vote (35 to 19, 
i.e., one vote short of the two-thirds majority necessary for 
conviction), 
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as amended by the Deserted Tenements Act, 1817, could 
have been made out, is open to question ; at all events, the 
landlord would have to wait until half a year’s rent was in 
arrear, thus not counting the period of total unfitness, and 
then prove that the tenant had “ deserted "’ the premises 
Further, the “ Ridley’ Inter-departmental Committee on 
Rent Control, which recommends the repeal of this legislation 
appears to doubt whether it applies to weekly tenancies 
presumably because of the mention of lands, tenements o1 
hereditaments held at a rack-rent or a rent “ full three-fourths 
of the yearly value of the demised premises."’ 1 do not think 
that there is any authority to support the committee’s doubt 
and the cumbersome procedure has in fact been applied to 
cases of premises let by the month. 


YESTERDAY 


March 31.---Charles Parker Butt became a judge of the Probate, 
Divorce and Admiralty Division on 31st March, 1883. He 
succeeded Sir James Hannen as President in 1891 
HEAVIER SENTENCES 

Few, save those who have to pay the price, will regret the rise 


in the cost of living by crime since the advent of the new Lord 


Chief Justice. Although no one wants to return to the spirit of 
Tyburn and transportation, the seriousness of the crim« ( 
with which he has set himself to deal may perhaps bring home to 
us that there was more to be said for the point of view of 
ancestors than it has lately been fashionable to admit \ 

controversy springs up every now and then whether th 
unrelenting severity of Day, J., did or did not stamp out thi 
menace of the Liverpool gangs, but one gathers very clearly thi 
citizens did walk the streets more confidently after Ini 
visitations at the Assizes. Old offenders certainly recognise the 
difference between the scales of sentences which various judges 
favour. Sir Ralph Littler, who used to preside at the Middlesex 
Sessions, at the time when the neighbouring terntory within thi 
jurisdiction of the Newington Sessions lay under the mild rule 
Sir Robert Wallace, was rather proud of his reputation 


severity with habitual law-breakers. He used to tell a story of 
a suspected person caught in a= street bordering the two 
jurisdictions, who said to the policeman that he supposed it 
meant another three months. ‘ No,”’ replied the constabl 

‘1 apprehended you on the Middlesex side of the street.’ The 


man saw the point. ‘* Oh, Gawd!” he exclaimed. Of late vears 
there has been a decided tendency to strain the quality of mercy 
to the utmost. Not very long ago two women who had burned 
their unwanted babies in the fireplace were bound ove Phe 
judge told them severely that they had behaved abominably and 
urged them: ‘‘ Don’t do that sort of thing again Phe 
Spectator was moved to publish a metrical version of his remarl 
‘You ought not to have roasted your baby 

It’s my duty to make that quite plain 

It was bad and unwise 

But there, dry your eyes 

And don’t roast a baby again.” 
We have certainly travelled a long way since Mr. Baron Bramwell 
sentencing a man convicted of a series of terrible ass 1 
‘Your counsel tells me that four year 


young children, said ; 
I don’t care if it does kill you 


penal servitude will kill you. 
Quick WorRK 

“In the work of the King’s Bench Division likewis 
Lord Chief Justice has displayed a turn for speed 
something of an innovation, and soon after his aq 
was computed that he had dispat« hed eleven days’ work in four 
For sheer efficiency and dispatch it may be that one must go 


back among the Chief Justices as far as Lord Russell of 
Killowen to match him. At this rate it may well be that he may 
merit some such record as Sir Thomas More’s when it was found 
that all the Chancery arrears had been cleared awa. 
‘When More some years had Chancell been 
No more suits did remain ; 
The same shall never more be seen 

fill More be there again.” 

sometinie been 


In point of delay and dispate h there have 

striking contrasts between contemporary judges, the doubt 
procrastinations of Lord Eldonand the lightning swiftness of Vice 
Chancellor Leach, the tedium of Vice-Chancellor Plumer and 
efficiency of Sir William Grant, M.R. Nevertheless Grant's list 
was overcrowded and Plumer’s almost empty because of the general 
reluctance to set down causes elsewhere than at the Roll 
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COUNTY COURT LETTER 
Nuisance or Annoyance 


In Jong v. Budge, at Hereford County Court, the claim is for 





possession of a cottage. The plaintiff's case was that she was 
the tenant of the cottage, which was owned by her fathe1 Karly 
in 1945 the plaintiff had sub-let the sitting room, t bedrooms 
and certain furniture to the defendant for 12s. a week, of which 
4s. was for use of furniture. Owi to the wilful damage dons 
by the defendant and his family and their bad behaviour, thi 
plaintiff and her family had to move elsewhere ( »borative 


[he defendant’s case 
him unfurnished 
and His 
eight 


evidence was giv was 
that three cottart 
He denied the allegations of bad beha 
Honour Judge Langman made an 
weeks with costs 
IN Whitehouse Cooper, at Ixidd 
claim was for possession of No. 1, Severnside Terrace, Bewdley 
The plaintiff's case was that her father had formerly owned 
Nos. 1 and 2, Severnside Terra ind had let No. 2 to the 
plaintiff and No. 1 to her married sister In June, 1938, the 
married sister No. 1 furnished to the defendant In 
March, 1945, the plaintiff had bought No. 1 and the furniture 
from her father ubject to tl defer tenancy. The 
plaintiff's case was that (1) the premises were let furnished and 
outside the Rent Acts; (2) from 1939 onwards, the violent 
quarrels of the defendant and | fe and their drinking habits 
necessitated intervention by the police on many 
The defendant’s case was that the alleged furniture was 
‘old junk,’’ and he had never paid for the use of it His wife 
lsewhere with a married daughter and the 


had now gone to live ¢ 
quarrels had therefore ceased His Honour Judge Langman 


rooms in the were let to 


viour damage. 


for possession in 


I 


roler 
orde! 


rminster County Con 


dant’s 


were 
Ms 
occasion 


merely 


made an orc Or possession in six weeks, provided quiet was 
maintained in the meantime By consent an order was made 
for payment-out of /20 arrears of rent paid into court 

Invalid Notice to Quit 
IN Woodhams v. Lallard, at Shipston-on-Stour County Court 


Orchard House, Blockle 
premises were let to the 


ession of Cher 


was that the 


the claim was for po 
The case for the plaintift 


defendant at 10s. | week on a weekly tenancy | session 
was required for the plaintifi’s daughter, whos¢ band was 
about to be demobilised from the Royal Navy At present she 
was living with her three children in a cottage which contained a 
sitting room, two bedrooms and a kitchen She is willing to 
change houses with the defendant Ihe case for the defendant 
was that he had occupied the house for nine years on a monthly 
tenancy, as shown by his rent book. The modation 


bedr 


Forbe 5 


| re 
judgment 


kitchen and three 


comprised two rooms, a ki 
His Honour Judge 


also a large 
for the defendant, wit! 


Was 


garden 


Decisions under the Workimen’s Compensation Acts 


Injury to Back 
In Campbell v. The B.S.C. Lid., at Kidderminster County Court, 


t 
the applicant resided in Londonderry, and his evidence had been 
occupied | fifty 


taken on 
and was to the effect england in 
Septembe 1943, more than two years after having an accident 
causing injury to his back. He had re m this injury, 
but in October the applicant slipped on some spilled sugar, and 
was so injured as to be unable to Since his 
return to Ireland, in November, the applicant had been confined 
to bed. The case for the respondents was that the applicant 
complained to their fficer, and their medical 
evidence was that the applicant had only sustained a strain of 
the muscles at the side of the spine Another doct having 
examined the applicant after he had complained of pains in the 
back, considered that he was suffering from an enlarged liver 
internal hemorrhage. His Honour Judge L held 


COmmM1Sssion pages, 


The deposition 
that the applicant came to 
wvered fre 


work 


continue 


welfare « 


nevel 


) 
and ingman 
that the applicant was totally incapacitated by the accident from 
the 18th to the 29th October. An award was made at 30s 


for the period, plus dependants’ alli 


a week 


above ywances, with costs. 


Injury to Eye 

In Bellamy v. Turner, at Grantham County Court, the applicant 
had been carting in September, 1944, when a bit of wood or dust 
blew into one eye, the sight of which was lost. The pre-accident 
and, although the applicant was now earning 
earn more with full sight. He could never 
resume work as a woodman, as climbing trees made him dizzy, 
and he could not judge distance in using an axe. His Honour 
Judge Shove ordered an agreement to be recorded for the payment 
of 4125 in settlement. 


wages 3 


were {3 3s., 
4/3 10s he could 
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REVIEWS 


Underhill’s Law of Torts. Fifteenth Edition. By Rap 
SuTTon, K.( 1946. London Butterworth &  ¢ 
Publishers), Ltd. 20s. net 


We should like to say at once, with all respect to the ot! 
tudents’ rts, that Underhill has always bi 
our favourite; we can never be grateful enough to the | 
learned editor of the elevent} 


books on t 


Sir Arthur Underhill and to the 


edition for our introduction to the subject Twenty vears 
have passed since that edition came out, a period long enough 
another connection, to let the property legislation grow fr 


birth to maturity, but as yesterday to the common law. W 
therefore have great difficulty in appreciating that the expansi 
of Underhill ”’ from 295 pages to 416 can be justified, especially 
consists in illustrations which are 
in smaller type than the principles. The introductory matt 
increased from 70 pages to 100.) We quit 
understand that a great many cases on torts have been decide 


vhen the expansion mainly 


ha aiso been 


in those years, and that there have been some major issues of 
principle onspiracy and the case of the snail in the ginger-br 

bott ire two examples). jut we doubt whether the student 
is helped to understand the principle by a multiplication of 
examples; for many of the recent decisions a reference in a 


footnote is surely enough. The great merit of ‘‘ Underhill ’’ was 
that it distinguished the wood from the trees; that is still so 
yut the trees are thickening-up dangerously This book used 
to be almost perfect for students ; but it is not suited to grow up 
titioner’s book, and has not done so. May we hope 
next revision it will be very severely pruned? If 

| editor aimed at a 50 per cent. reduction and achieved 

me of 334 per cent. he would have done a service to students 
At present we should hesitate to put it into thi hands of beginners 


int 1 prac 


that at the 


for whom we know from personal experience it was formerly 
most iitable 
Refresher Law, 1939-45. By the Epirors of ‘“ Law Notes.” 
1945 London ‘Law Notes ’”’ Publishing Offices. 21s. net. 
This book provides for the lawyer who, owing to the war, has 
been out of touch with the law. It is a handy guide to the more 
important of the Statutes which have been passed, and of the 
cases which have been decided, during the war years. The 
Editors of Law Notes have produced a useful book, which 
should be of great assistance to the ex-service solicitor or articled 
cler] lealing with the difficult task of returning to the law. 


BOOKS RECEIVED 
Constitutional Law. By WapbkE, M.A., LL 
Inner Temple, Barrister-at-law, and G. Gobrrey PHILLIPS 
C.B.E., M.A., LL.M Third Edition 1946, pp. Xxv 
vith Index) 474 London Longmans, Green & Co., 


ie Oe .D., of the 

ana 

Ltd 
25s. net. 

Property Rights of Soviet Citizens. By MIKHAIL LIPETSKER 
1946. pp. 45. London: Soviet News, 1s. net. 

The Law Relating to Town and Country Planning. By W. Ivor 
Jennincs, M.A., LL.D., of Gray's Inn, Barrister-at-law 
Second Edition by J. R. HowaArp ROBERTs, C.B.E., Solicitor 
and Parliamentary Officer to the London County Council 
1946. pp. xvi and (with Index) London: Chas, 
Knight & Co., Ltd. 45s. net 

The Wording of Police Charges. 19406. 
London: The Police Review Publishing Co 

Second Cumulative Supplement to Eleventh Edition of Bell's 
Sale of Food and Drugs. By R. A. Ropinson, O.B.E., of t! 
Middle Temple, Barrister-at-law 1946. pp. 101. Londo 
3utterworth & Co. (Publis! Ltd. 7s. 6d. net. Main 
work, including new Supplement, 27s. 6d. net 


2 
Edited by 


600. 


pp (with Index) &s. 
Ltd. 4s. net. 


HAROLD 
Part 15. 


Loose-leaf War Legislation. 
PARRISH, 3arrister-at-law. 1944-45 Volume. 
London: Hamish Hamilton (Law Books) Ltd. 

A Textbook of the English Conflict of Laws (Private International 

Curve M. ScumittHorr, LL.M. (Lond.), LL.D 

With a Foreword | 


Burke’s 


Law). By 


Berl.), of Gray’s Inn, Barrister-at-law. 

the Rt. Hon. Lord Macmillan, G.C.V.O. 1945. pp. xlvi and 
with Index) 455. London: Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons, Ltd 
35s. net 


Tax Act, 1945. By N. E. Mustor, M.A., LL.B 
Inn, Barrister-at-law. With examples by S. W 
LL.B. (Lond.), F.C.A. 1946. pp. x and (with 

London: Butterworth & Co. (Publishers), Ltd. 


The Income 
of Gray’s 
ROWLAND, 
Index) 118. 
15s. net. 
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TATINTAC “ 
NOTES OF CASES 
COURT OF APPEAL 
Baindail v. Baindail 
Lord Greene, M.R., Morton and Bucknill, L.JJ. 
Oth January, 1946 
ind and wife—Nullitvy—Hindu contracted in 
lia—Subsequent marriage ceremony betweei Hindu husband 
Validity. 


marriage 


wd Englishwoman in Eneland 
\ppeal from a decision of Barnard, J. (61 T.L.R. 549). 
lhe respondent, an Englishwoman, went through a form of 
rriage at a London register office with a Hindu already married 
India to a Hindu woman. Barnard, J., following his own 
ision in Syint Vasan v. Srini Vasan [1946] P. 67; 89 Sot. J. 
447, granted the respondent a decree of nullity, and the Hindu 
appealed. 
LORD GREENE, M.R., having discussed Hyde v. Hyde (1866), LAR. 
P. & D. 130, said that the question was whether on 5th May, 
39, when the appellant took the respondent to the registry 
fice, he was a married man so as to be precluded from entering 
nto a legitimate union in this country. By the law of his 
micile at the time of his Hindu marriage he had acquired the 
tatus of a married man according to Hindu law, and he never 
t that status. He (his lordship) agreed with Mr. Justice 
Barnard’s decision that the appellant was precluded from entering 
nto a valid marriage in this country. For many purposes the 
tatus of a married man according to Hindu law would have to be 
recognised in this country; for instance, in matters of succession, 
a Hindu domiciled in India died in this country intestate. 
It would, however, be wrong to say that for all purposes the 
of the domicile was conclusive. There were some things 
hich the courts would not allow a man to do whatever status 
the law of his domicile gave him. Slavery provided an obvious 
ample. The question had to be decided with due regard to 
mimon sense and what might be called some attention to 
reasonable policy. The court were not fettered by any decision 
n the point, but they must have regard to the prospect of an 
I-nglish court’s refusing to regard the status conferred by Hindu 
irriage for a purpose like the present, while the Privy Council 
rrived at a precisely opposite conclusion on an Indian appeal. 
If this English ceremony were held valid, disastrous consequences 
ight flow irom the fact that the respondent would then be 
ntitled to the consortium of her husband. For, if he decided 
return to India, it would be her duty to follow him there, and 
he might find herself, under Hindu law, obliged to share her 
husband with his Indian wife. The courts were bound to regard 
in Indian marriage as an effective bar to a ceremony of marriage 
ver here, and the appeal would be dismissed. Nothing said 
by him (the Master of the Rolls) must be taken as having the 
slightest bearing on the law of bigamy; and he expressed no 
pinion on the question whether a person in the appellant’s 
position was by virtue of his Indian marriage “ married ’’ for 
the purposes of the statutory offence of bigamy. 
Morton and BuckniLi, L.JJ., agreed. 
CouNnsEL: Pritt, K.C., and Landau; Slade, K.C., and Colin 
Duncan. 
Sonicirors: Hy. S. L. Polak & Co. 
for W. H. Hadfield, Farnham. 


{Reported by R. C. Catsurn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law 


APPEAL FROM COUNTY COUR] 
Dagger v. Shepherd 
Scott and Tucker, L JJ , and Evershed, 4. 
Landlord and tenant—Notice to quit by landlord 
hefore’’ a given date—Notice held valid. 
Plaintiff's appeal from an order of the learned county court 
dge at Poole refusing to make an order for possession of 
idential premises controlled by the Rent Restrictions Acts. 
(he ground of the claim was that the plaintiff required the 
premises for his own use and occupation under para. (hk) of 
Sched. I of the Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions (Amend- 
nt) Act, 1933. The plaintiff relied on a notice to quit dated 
20th December, 1944 in the following form: ‘‘ Dear Sir, On 
behalf of our client, Mrs. W. A. M. Dagger, we hereby give you 
tice to quit Kenwood on or before March 25th next. As we 
ive already informed you, Mrs. Dagger herself requires possession 
of the house in order to occupy it herself with members of her 
Please acknowledge the safe receipt of this letter.’” The 
decided that the notice to quit was 


Haslewood, Hare (© Co. 


6th December, 1945 
To quit ** on or 


family. 
arned county court yud 
valid 
EVERSHED, J., reading the judgment of the court, referred to 
Gardner v. Ingram (1889), 61 L.T. 729, at p. 730, per Lord 
Coleridge, C.J.; P. Phipps & Co., etc., Ltd. v. Rogers [1925] 1 K.B, 
14, at p. 27, per Atkin, L.J.; and Hankey v. Clavering [1942] 


SOLICITORS’ 


JOURNAL [Vol. 90] 151 


2 K.B. 326, at pp. 329, 330, per Lord Greene, M.R. The questior 
was, what, on its fair and reasonable construction, did 
document of 20th December mean. In the judgment of tl 

without reference to any authority, its true effect was 

give the tenant notice that the landlord did thereby giv 
irrevocable notice to determine on 25th March, 1945, and s I 

to make to the tenant an offer to accept from him a determinat 

of that relationship on any earlier date (of the tenant 

on which the tenant should give up in fact possession of 
premises. If their view was well-founded, it followed that a 
notice to quit “ on or before ’’ a fixed date was, prima fa valid 
and effective [he alternative construction was to read tl 
document as equivalent to a notice by the landlord that | 
intended to terminate the tenancy at some unspecified date not 
later (and perhaps earlier) than the date stated in the not 


construe the document as importing an intention to bri 
contract must be wrong if there was another equally 
meaning which imported no breach. The maxim ut } na 
valeat quam pereat applied. A similar conclusion followed ft 
the uncertainty which that construction must inevitably 
unnecessarily, create. His lordship referred with approval to 
In ve Tewkesbury Gas Co. [1911] 2 Ch. 279, per Parker, J it 
p. 284, and distinguished Gardner v. Ingram, supra, and De | 
v. Sparks, 43 T.L.R. 448, on the ground that they involved 
notices served by the tenants. The court disapproved of th 
dictum of Lush, J., at p. 122 of (1924) 1 K.B. (Queen's ¢ 
Gardens Estates, Ltd. v. Bignell) and added that no one had take1 
the point in Ahearn v. Bellman (1879), 4 Ex. D., that a notice t 
quit was in the same form. The appeal was allowed and the 
matter remitted for re-trial by another county court judge 
COUNSEI Rees-Davies ; F. W. Beney, K.C., and E. S. Fay 
SoLticitrors: Hughes, Hookey & Co.; Barnes & Butler, for 
1 fe W. Miller & Son, Poole. 


{Reported by Maurice SuHare, Esq., 
CHANCERY DIVISION 
In ve Greycaine, Ltd. 


Lord Uthwatt (sitting as an additional Judge of the Chan 
Division 30th January, 1946 


Sarrister-at-Law 


Company—Receiver appointed by debenture holder P 
charge remuneration on percentage basis—-Liquidatio) 1pplica 
tion to fix receivers’ remuneration—No jurisdiction to dea 
past remuneration—Companies Act, 1929 (19 & 20 Geo. 5 23 


s. 309. 

Motion. 

The Companies Act, 1929, provides by s. 309 The court 
may, on an application made to the court by the liquidator of 
a company, by order fix the amount to be paid by way of remun 
ation to any person who, under the powers contained in any 
instrument, has been appointed as receiver or manager of thr 
property of the company .’ G, Ltd., by two deeds dated 


the 8th July, 1929, and 16th November, 1934, charged its unde 
taking to a trustee to secure two issues of debenture rh 
deeds authorised the trustee to appoint a receiver, and provided 
‘‘ The remuneration of such receiver shall be payable out of tl 


mortgaged premises and shall be at such rate not exceedit 
provided in the Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 109, as the trustee 
may from time to time determine.’’ In November, 1936, the 
trustee appointed B receiver and the deed of appointn 
expressly authorised him to retain for his remuneratio1 
mission at the rate of 5 per cent. of the gross amount of all 1 
received by him, and all costs, charges and expenses reasonably 
In April, 1937, W was appointed an additional 


compul 


incurred by him. 
receiver. In March, 1938, an order was made for the 

winding up of the company. The receivers carried or 
business of the company from 1936 until 1940, when the comp 


works were destroved by enemy action. Very large I 


passed through their hands, amounting inall to about a £1,000 000 
of which £737,921 represented trading receipts. The re 
remuneration, calculated in accordance with the tern rf 
deeds of charge, amounted to £48,850, and on the payment 

war damage claim they would be entitled to a further 46,5600 
These sums were an addition to expenses. Che liquid 


2 


applied under s. 309 asking the court to fix the remunet 
ation of the receivers. The registrar made an ordet ] 
the sum of £15,000 By this motion B and the personal rept 
sentatives ef W, who had diced, asked to have tl! tr 
order discharged. 

Lorp Utuwatrt said that two questions on the c 
s. 309 were raised. The first was whether the court 
jurisdiction at all where a receiver had been appointed 
agreed remuneration, the second was whether an I 
be made which covered the past, or whether only the futut 
be dealt with. As regards the first question, the section ap} 
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ould by mere re pentance restore herself to a position in 
1 her husband was bound to maintain her was established 
j v. N cn and Llanidloes Guardians (1920) 3 K.B. 381; 
y Lord Reading, C.J., at p. 384 By the same process she 
turn her husband into a deserter without the preliminary 


suit for restitution of conjugal rights. That was the 


itable conclusion from the judgment of Warrington, L.J., 
Thomas v. Thoma 1924 P. 194, at p. 201. While the lor« 
ce had not expressly referred to a turning of the tables, 
cessarily followed f1 his reasoning that, if the circum- 
es were such that the former deserter had merely to make a 
tter (in Thomas v. Thoma uprva, the circumstances 

% such) to resume cohabitation in order to purge himself 
rself of the desertion, its refusal by the other spouse turned 


Phe 


resume 


here had in 
and. thie 


husband 


cohabitation, 


or her in turn into a deserter. 
Wile s offer to 
dismissed 
Hopson, J., agreed 
( H.C. Mortimey ; Gevald Gardiner. 
SOLICITORS Pritchard, Englefield & Co., for Syvdney 
rpool ; Stanl Vi wn Bootle 


{Reported by R. C. Catsurn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


CORRESPONDENCE 
The views expressed by our correspondents are not necessarily those of 
TPHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL.] 


Haworth, 


Land Registry Delays 
ve been vlad to see that this matte1 


1) very has been 
The Conveyancer.”’ 


Su We h 


d by 

yur experience a irds delay in receiving certificates of 

ch under the Land Charges Act has been similar to that of 
t various correspondents whose letters appear in your issue 

the 16th March 


lav in dealing with these certificates of 


owing to shortage of staff and sudden 
fail to understand why the 


While the Registry’s d 
idabl 
volume of 


ch may be unave 


in the work, we 


eas 
stry cannot keep the legal press informed from time to time 
to what delays can be expected 

\bout April of last year we complained to The Law Society 
rding a specially important search which we had asked should 
telegraphed by the Registry, and in his reply the secretary 
tioned that the last statement on the position appeared in 


Ssociet) Ga for April, 1944 (twelve months earlier). 

We cannot Hect that any further information of this kind 

ippeared since that date either in the Gazette or in your 
irnal 

his omission on the part of the Registry, coupled with the 


which everyone 1s experiencing, either 
a complete disregard for the interests of 


interests we presume the 


avs suggests serious 
smManagement ol 
and 
epartment was created to 


Manchester, 3. 


iverTrs 


sellers of property, whos¢ 


SseTve. 


Woop, ( 


ry. 4 Ty 
OBITUARY 
Mr. J. T. CHAMBERLAIN 

Thomas Chamberlain, solicitor, of Messrs. Hensman, 
Chamberlain, solicitors, of Northampton, died on 

March He was admitted in 1893. 
\i H. MOUNTAIN 
Mir. Harold Mountain, solicitor, of Messrs. 
itors. of Great Grimsby, died on 
ven He was admitted in 


PARLIAMENTARY NEWS 


HOUSE OF LORDS 


ROCKER & CO. 


Mr. Jame 
KSOM & 


Wednesday 


oth 


Bates & Mountain, 
12th March, 


Tuesday, 
1905. 


id First Tin 
CALEDONIAN IN ANCE CoMPANY Biv [H.L.]. 
‘21st March. 
lept rion Bit HA 21st March. 
Kead Second Tim 
MISCELLANEOUS FINANCIAL Provisions BIL [H.C. 
19th March. 
Porick Bite |H. 21st March. 


Pusitic Works Loans BILI 19th March. 
Read Third Tim 


WATER (SCOTLAND) Britt [H.C.}. 
HOUSE OF COMMONS 


20th March. 


Kead First Time 
GLASGOW CORPORATION BILI > OM P 
lo confer further police powers on the Corporation of the 


City of Glasgow and for other purposes. 22nd March. 
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WATER ORDER ( 





INVERNESS ONFIRMATION BILL | H.C 
2] \ 
NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE BILL | H.¢ 
fo provide for the establishment of a comp 
service for England and Wales, and for pury 
therewith 1Ot Ma 
Read Second Time 
ARMY AND AIR FORCE (ANNUAL) BI H..¢ \ 
GREAT Wt IX WAY Bit [H.( 20th M 
HousinG (FINANCIAL PROVISIONS SCOTLAND) B 
LONDON NECROPOLIS BiLL H.I rt \ 


CAMBERW 3 ND NOTTINGHAM | 

[ N BiLt H.¢ 

CONSOLIDATED FuNpD |No. 2] BILcy [H.( ) \I 

INDIA (CEN1 Go\ NMENI I I ) I 
20 \] 


Withdrawn 


CHESHIRE COUNTY CouNcIL BILL [H.( ) \I 
LAN( HIRE COUNTY COUNCIL BILL | H.¢ 20th M 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE CouNtTY CoUNCIL BILL | H.¢ 


QUESTIONS TO MINISTERS 


LAND KEGISTRY IXPEDITION FEI 


Attorney-Genet 





Sir W. WAKEFIELD asked the 
that if transfers are required to be expedited at the Land 
a fee of an extra guinea is demanded ; and if he wi 
to stop this practice of premium payment 
Phe ATTORNEY-GENERAI lam aware of the practi 
the hon. member refers The charge of an extra f 
sanctioned by the relevant rules, is made to | 
public, who are thus enabled to obtain quicl t1 
urgent cases If no extra charge were made, ma I 
would be accompanied by applications for expedit 
would be impossible to obtain quick registration 
it was most urgently required This might result 
for example, in the case of a mortgage before purcl 
frustration of the transaction Oth M 
LEASEHOLD PRINCIPLI 
Sir C. EI ARI isked the Attorney-General 1f 
bringing ina Bill to deal with the leasehold principle 
in this country so as to make sure that, after payment 
rent for an agreed number of vears, it shall automat 
the freehold of the organisation or the individual 
premises. 
Fhe AtTo GENERAI NO I do not thi 
restriction on freedom of contract would be in the p 
it \ 
CONVEYANCING 5S} M 
Mr. BLyton asked the Attorne il if, he ( 
methods of the Colonies in the con, ce of proj 
and introduce similar legislation with a view t 
extortionate charges by the legal profession the 
The ATTORNEY-GENERAI I do not agree that the 
made by the legal profession for the matt eferred t 


hon. friend are in any way extortionate 
of conveyancing 1n use in the 
friend that there is a ¢ 
don English law whilst 
conformity with local 
land has beet 
implify 


Colonie 
Variety of system ( 
base others have evolved 
law in 
registration of 
most likely to 
prevailing conditions, 


requirement l 
title to adopted in t 
conveyancing and as mi 
the fact that compulso 


iting 1n a few areas Is 


ind 
is at present only oper 


retarded 


RECENT 


having progress in 


LEGISLATION 


STATUTORY RULES AND ORDERS, 1946 
No. 339. Alien. Restriction Direction Mare 1] 
No. 358 Control of Paper (No. 74) Order Mau 
No. 359. Food (Meals in’ Establishment Ord \I 
imendin the Meals i estab] n 
1942 
No. 334/S.12. Improvement of Live Stock (Li 
Scotland) Regulations March & 
No. 3360 India. Reserved Posts (Other Servi Ik 
Amendments March 5 
No. 357 Public Service Vehicles (Conduct 1) 


Passengers) (Amendment) | 


ductors and 
March 15. 


nw 








THE 


No. 344. Sales by Auction and Tender (Control) Order. 
March 11. 

No. 333 Trading with the Enemy (Custodian) (Amendment 
Germany and Austria) Order. March 11. 

No. 349. Workmen’s Compensation (Industrial Diseases) 


March 12. 
STATIONERY OFFICE 
Government Publications, Consolidated List for 1945. 

DRAFT STATUTORY RULES AND ORDERS, 1946 
Underground Water (Controlled Areas) Regulations. March 12. 
‘Any of the above may be obtained from the Publishing Department 

S.L.S.S., Ltd., 88/90, Chancery Lane, London, W.C.2} 


RULES AND ORDERS 
ace ma \ND 
PROCEDURI 


Order. 
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SUPREMI 


[HE RULES OF THE SUPREME Court (No. 1), 1946. DATED 
Marcu 1], 1946 

I, William Allen Baron Jowitt, Lord High Chancellor of Great 

Britain, in exercise of the powers conferred upon me by the Adminis 


Emergency Provisions 


tration of Justice Act, 1939,* and in pursuance 
of Section 3 of the Evidence and Powers of Attorney Act, 1940,f 
and Section 2 of the Evidence and Powers of Attorney Act, 1943,f 
and of all other powers enabling me in this behalf, and with the con- 
currence of two other Judges of the Supreme Court, do hereby make 





Rules of Court under Section 99 of the Supreme Court 
Act, 19258 


the following 
of Judicature (Consolidation 


1. The following amendments shall be ma in Order XVI Rule 28B 
which relates to the conduct of certain poor persons proceedings by a 
solicitor employed by The Law Society), namely 

1) The following paragraph shall be substituted for paragraph (1 

1) Where The Law Society or a Provincial Law Society has 
decided, after enquiry by the Poor Persons Committee of the 
Society, to issue a certificate admitting a poor person to institute 


defend, or be a party to a matrimonial cause, or has issued such 
a certificate, and the Po Persons Committee are satisfied that 

1) it is impracticable within a reasonable time to nominate a 
olicitor for the purpose of the proceedings ; or 
a certificate has been issued, the conducting 
purpose of the proceedings cannot 
ssecute the conduct thereof ; 
nominate as conducting solicitor for the 
the proceedings any solicitor employed by The Law 
lucting matrimonial « 


conducting 
bh) ina case where 
solicitor nominated for the 
effectively 
the Committee may 


purpose oi 


undertake or pr 


{ 


Society for the purpose of con auses on behalf 


of poor persons 
b) Paragraph (4) shall be delet 
2. Notwithstanding anything in Order XVI Rule 31A (which provides 


that in matrimonial causes every pleading shall be 


shall not be necessary that every pleading in matrimonial causes to 


settled by counsel) it 
which 


a poor person is a party shall be so settled 
3. Rule 2 of the Rules of the Supreme Court (Deposit of Powers of 
Attorney) 1943)| (which limits the classes of instruments to which those 


Kules apply to instruments creating powers of attorney executed 
outside the United Kingdom by the Armed 
His Majesty after the i3th June, 1940, and during the period for which 
the Emergency Powers (Defence) Act, 1939, is in force) shall 
effect as if the words “ and during the period for which the Emergency 
Powers (Defence) Act, 1939, is in force ’’ were omitted therefrom 

4. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(No. 1) 1946, and shall be deemed to have come into operation on the 
23rd day of February, 1946 


members of Forces of 


have 


Dated the first day of March, 1946 Jowitt, ( 
Weconcur, Goddard, C.J 
Merriman, P. 

*2 & 3 Geo. 6. c. 78 +3 & 4 Geo. 6. c. 28 t 6 & 7 Geo. 6. c. 18 
15 & 16 Geo. 5. c. 49 S.R. & O. 1943 (No. 1082) I, p. 923 
T rTl™T > ~ 7 
NOTES AND NEWS 
Honours and Appointments 


The Colonial Legal Service announce the following appoint- 
ments: Mr. P. MacRory to be Crown Counsel, Kenya; and 
Mr. H. G. SHERRIN to be Resident Magistrate, Kenya. 

Mr. SwWINBURN JAMES WILSON, solicitor, of Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, and Under Sheriff of the city, has been appointed Clerk 
to the West Castle Ward (Northumberland) Magistrates. 
Mr. Wilson is a former adjutant of the No. 43 Fighter Squadron, 
k.A.F., and was mentioned in despatches in 1942. He was 
admitted in 1936. 

Mr. H. G. Frost, solicitor, of Boston, Lincs, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Boston Magistrates. He was admitted in 1934. 

Notes 

Mr. Herbert Morrison announced in the House of Commons 
on the 21st March that the Chancellor of the Exchequer would 
open his Budget on Tuesday, 9th April next 


SOLICITORS’ 


JOURNAL March 30, 1946 


Miss Edith Hesling, barrister-at-law, deputised for His H 
Judge Batt at the Macclesfield County Court recently. It is 
believed to be the first time a woman has presided at a County 
Court 

THE UNION SOCIETY OF LONDON 
Che following debates will be held during April in the Barristers 
Refreshment Koom, Lincoln’s Inn, at 8 p.m 
Wednesday, 3rd April That all the secrets of atomi 
energy should be immediately disclosed to the United Nation 
Wednesday, 10th April hat the time has arrived for th 
abolition of conscription into the armed forces.” 
Wednesday, 17th April That there is no justification for 
interfering with the existing regime in Spain.” 


Further information may be had from the hon. secretary 
Mr. Eric Moses, 7 New Square, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C.2 (Tel 
Holborn 1266 

CHANCERY DIVISION 

rhe following explanatory Memorandum has been issued by 
the Judges of this Division to remove some misapprehensions 
about the differences between their sittings in court and in 
chambers respectively 

1. The Judge sits either in Court or in Chambers ; there is no 
intermediate or other kind of sitting 

2. When he sits “ in Chambers whether in his Court or in 
his private room) the hearing is invariably within closed doors 
and only the interested parties (or such of them as the Judge 
thinks proper to admit) are entitled to be present. Counsel 
are t required to be in robes, unless in a particular case the 
Judge otherwise directs 

3. There is no such thing as an ypen ”’ sitting in Chambers 
but if at any stage of the hearing (e.g for the delivery of his 
judgment) the Judge thinks it proper that the further proceedings 
should be in public he will adjourn the hearing into Court. 

4. When the Judge sits “in Court the hearing is in public, 
and Counsel must attend in robes The only circumstance in 
which the public may be excluded from the hearing of a case in 
Court is when in the opinion of the Judge publicity is likely to 
defeat the ends of justice, « where a secret process has to 
be disclosed or the affairs of an infant have to be discussed. 


Whe 


is said 


5 
by t 
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elti 
Chat 
sittil 
8) 


shou 
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Judg 


plac { 


15 


n such exclusion is ordered, the hearing although ‘‘in Court ”’ 
to be in camera.’ 
Normally at every sitting in ¢ 


he Master, and at every sitting in Court by 


hambers the Judge is attended 
the Registra 


Judge may, however, require the attendance of the Registrat 
er in addition to or in place of the Master) at a sitting in 
nbers, or of the Master iddition to the Registrar) at a 
ig in Court if he consider ich attendance to be desirable. 
he expression “in Court as Chamber is misleading and 
ld not be used. It has only meant that the sitting in Chambers 
be held in the Judge’s Court and not in his private room. 
When a sitting of the Judge in Chambers is announced 
1e Cause List, the name of the Master ought usually to be 
The omission of such name indicates that thi 


Kkegistrar is to attend in the Master’s 
A. H. HoLianp, 
Chief Master 


re has directed that the 


th March, 1946. 


COURT PAPERS 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1946 
COURT OF APPEAL AND HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE— 
CHANCERY DIVISION 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN 


ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL Mr. Justice 
Date. Rota. Court I. UTHWATT. 
Mon., Apl l Mr. Jones Mr. Blaker Mr. Andrews 
Tues., 2 Reader Andrews Jones 
Wed b 3 Hay je nes Reade r 
rhurs } Farr Reader Hay 
Fri., 5 Blaker Hay Farr 
Sat., 6 Andrews Fart Blaket 
Group A. Group B. 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. COHEN. VAISEY. EVERSHED. ROMER. 
Witness. Non-Witness. Non-Witness. Witness 
Mot \pl 1 Mr. Hay Mr. Farr Mr. Reader Mr. Jones 
Tues., A Farr Blaker Hay Reader 
Wed 3 Blaker Andrews Farr Hay 
Thurs } Andrews Jones Blaker Farr 
Fri., 5 Jones Reader Andrews Blakei 
Sat 6 Reader Hay Jones Andrews 











